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with their preservide education is descrited. sGradvwates ‘cf California- ..

teaching ‘vere asked to respond to a z1-question evaluative inztrument
reflecting a sampling of comretencies c¢vering their entire cry
professional education sequence. Tke}principals cf these teachers ‘

were alsc asked to respond to the guesticnnaire in an effcrt to gain‘ .

intc three broad categories: (1) abilities in the areas cf defining,
‘preparing, and evaluating instructional okjectivés; (<) ccmpetencies
in psychological ang sociolcgical areas; ard (3). ccmfpetencie€s in )
subject-specific aneas:’Generally, satisfactior with the entire
preparatory program was indicated bty toth graduates and princigals,,

instructional objectives competencies. Isfortance cf the evaluaticn
outcomes to program—improvement and tc the valuagicn Frccess itself
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lﬁésuiing the Effectiveness of Preaervzcé\meachér Educatlon l <

. Via' the, Perﬂeptlons of Fbmner Program Partiblpants and ,“ -

. A Their- Present prlnc1pa1§ ] !

RIC m ’ ’ / J ST
A Gailforrua State mlverslty, Fresno - . °
Introduction

Qne criterion of effectiveness of any teacher education program must be the
quality of the graduates exiting the program. In fact, NCATE standard 5.1
is prefaced by the statement, “The ultimate criterion for Judging a teacher

o

education program‘is whetH “or not it produces competent graduates who enter’

the profession and perform effectively W , Coe
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_ In the present study, two teacher inservice outcome measures were used to

xS

: \ -
assess the effectiveness of the teacher education program at California State

,University, Fresno. First, perceptions concérning the effectiveness of the

_ preserv1ce experience were gathered érom former program participants now in

‘both cases, the same evaluative instrument parellel]ng program competencies, N

) was used.
N A

their first year of teacher. Additionally, the principals of those teachers
were asked ‘to judge the program s ability to develop teacher competence based’

on, the observation of their teacher s present behavior in the classroom. In

»
\

-

Program
- -~ . . f
4 [«

The School of Education 4t California State University, Fresno offers teaching
credentials approved by the California Commission\for Teacher Preparation and

Licensing and is accredited-by NCATE. The multiple subjects credential pro-

includes 3 units each of introductory student teaching,- psychological founda;
"\ s .
tions, sociological foundations, the teaching of reading, curriculum methods,

. gram (the focus- of this study) has a professional sequence of 27 units which

and 12 units of final student teaching. In addition to jndiyidual professors{\
o - .
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requirements and evaluation procedures, h course has/aiset of prescribed :

-

competenc1es designed by the entire faculty. . A competency checkiist is w>

placed in each student’ S file for each course in ‘the pyofess1ona1 sequence.'
“2la ¥
£

' Instrumentation and Procedures . & - RN

The obJectives of the teacher education program are well defined by-a series of
competenc1es at each stage of the preservice training A 21 question evaluative
1nstrument was designed reflecting a sampling of competenéies covering the entire

-a

profess1ona1 sequence.
From University Piacement Office records, an program graduates (123) who were
~ completing their first year of teaching were seTected for participation. Letters
. were sent to each of the teachers accompanied by the eva1uat1ve 1nstrument Theyj
were also notified that with their permiss1on their current principal would be
asked to evaluate the teacher education program basedgon his observation of their
performance, By gathering information'paralleling specific program_competencies .
( from both former_program participants and those-charged with supervising‘those‘ |
participants in their teaching, the effectiveness of'the‘professional'sequence:

Q
could be assessed from two perspectives. '_ e

Results . - o ‘ v .
‘ After appropraite statistical considerations, responses over the 21 questions

were. conbined for the 76 teachers and 88 administrators veturning the questionaite.

A principal components analysis was performed to delineate possible response AN

patterns rather than only ana1y21ng 21 1nd1v1dua1 questions. With the questions
originaily sampled from the Specific topic areas of the program, 1t was expected-
that ‘the component analysis would refiect such areas. Three comnonents (eigen-
Vaiues>4) emerged and were rotated to the Varimax criterion. For subsequent
inspection, questions correlating’ .50 with a component were clustered and a

13

-
IR scale score computed for both teachers and principals on each cluster (Table 1).
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- TABLE 1

Each scale is presented be]ow with 1nd1v1dua1 item means and the scale meas

for bath pr1nc1pals and teachers. Respondents were to/ utﬂaze the ©llowing

'four po1nt.sca1e°

-
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N .

Poory-

"Satisfactory

Good .

a
o

p .
" Not Observed (not used. for ca]culat1on)

.

-

O 5 W N =

. Excel]ent o

-

With each’ quest1on the teacher responued to the stem, “Nould you describe your
preserv1ce 1nstro¥t1on in terms of your ability to"; and the;rinc1palsre-

spondéd to the stem, "Wou]d you deScr1be the preservice ns‘tructwr\ in terms"
of your teacﬁer s. ab111ty to." '; '/ . .

‘The first sca1e seems to indtcate attent1on to the ability of the program to

help teachers def1ne, prepare, and evaluate 3nstruct1ona1 objectives:

I4

Pr!nc1pa1 i

. guest1on " Teacher
Item Scale Item Scale .
. Mean Mean- " "Mean - Mean
; _ A )
To establish realistic objectives. . 3.50 3.91
TJo state those objectives as.be-
. haviors in the sense that growth -
can be evaluated. through observation,
. testing} interview, and other. .
procedures. ) 3.56 3.79
To uti]izelthose obaectives as the ‘
basis for'selection of content and S
learning exper1ences. 3:15 —————.-3.89. ,
To utilize evaluative techn1ques . -
intelligently. _ 3.29 3.98
'To diagnose and p]an for the ‘
correction of weaknesses as evi-
denced by that diagnoses. — 3.19 3.93
. / .
To organize the class and the class- :
room so ithat there is a minimum of ‘
unnecessary noise and confusion. 3.98 3.92 ~
3.92




To assess child

. Social Studies

- Physical Education .

3 -A' 4

The. second sca]e considers competencies comp!eted in the psychologica] and

socio]ogicai areas of the credentia] program

‘ ~ . -

Que stio

- [

‘ To assess individual differences and
7 adjust the classroom procedures and.
. .'materials to meet the needs of in-

-dividual children

To assess children's prob]ems and .

translate that assessment into positive

action in dealing with pupil behavior.

* To apply-an understanding of the cul-

tural background of each child as a
basis for, individua]izing instruction.

basic needs
{(psychologica? and ) gical) and
adjust classroom- techniq ues. to help
meet those needs ™~

~.
™~
~

. To accept chi]dren of all ethnic and™-_.
- socioeconomic- groups in the classroom.

. 5 . . e 1 .
To work with all children so that :each

individual 'understands that he or she
is.accepted as an fndividuai and as an
important ‘member of the. group. -

" To utilize the principals of growth
-and development in making decisions
ahout objectives,selection of content,

and about the planning and sequencing
ﬁchsmmewwmma

3

“Principal

A fina] scale is concerned with curricuiar emphasis is the various ubject aeas:

tio

To organize materials and teach
(evaluate each area)

Math,
Science

Language Arts(w ting, English -
i¥tening, spelling)

Reading

Art, =~ . .

o : ?" ! 5’

Teacher
, Item Scale Item Scale - .
Mean Mean - Mean - Mean
3.29 - 4.00
/ . .
‘3,18 4.11
3.58 4.02
... 3.66 3.95 '
4,00 4.58
3.4 . - 488 .+ .-
. /-
-
3.52 3.95° RN
3.60 . 415 VY
Teacher Principal
Item Scale ‘ Item‘ Scale
Mean ~ Mean Mean Mean
3.92 '4,03 .
. 3.73 . 3.87
©3.83 °£.76
3.87° 4.2 ,
3.98 3.92
3.73 3.98
3.88 3.97 .
3.34 3.98




Discussion : ' ' K .. : . .
. -t « 7 . R [ -

In general, those most 1nvolVed with the outcomes of the teacher educat1on pro-
-

_gram, teachers and the1r pr1nc1pals, rated the program from satisfactory to }

slightly better than good 1n a]] areas. Exam1nat1on of individual items as

well as the compos1te sca]es 1nd1cated severa] areas requiring special attertion.
N

. For’ example, teachers rated the program as just sat1sfactory in he1p1ng them
ut111ze obJect1ves for learning outcomes (Sca]e 1). 1In fact, the entire
sca]e concern1ng preparat1on; use, and eva1uat1on of objectives was rated
only a. little better than sat1sfactory Certa1nly, those areas can be reviews
ed for any ex1st1ng def1c1enc1es in efforts to 1mprove the program. For examp]e;
a two unit course, Instruct1onaJ P]annwng‘and gya]uat1on, has recently become

‘ part of ,the approved program leading to the fullvcredential.

If there 'is any area in teacher educat1on_programs where the outcomes are less -
than obv1ous, it is 1nthe educat1ona1 foundations segments. 13 this study
both teachers and pr1nc1pals rated the programs.' ab111ty to Pprepare teachers
to recognize and meet 1nd1v1dua1s needs as , better than sat1sfactory to

slightly better ’than good Such a, response by puact1tioners seem note—

" worthy 1n the ]1ght of trends seem1ng to deemphas1ze psycholog1ca1 and SO~

c1o]og1ca1 foundat1ons 1n teacher education- programs
ey N : -
However, on’ that stale some apparent d1fferences were noted Between the *

,

teachers percept1on of the program and the percept1ons~of the princ1pa1s.

Hh1]e no test. of sign1f1cance was performed, princ1pals descr1bed the pre- N
service program s ab111ty to prepare teachers to accept ind1v1dua1 dif- ‘, \i%
- v

ferences and meet psycholog1ca1 and socio]ogical needs as slightly better }




than good wh11e teachers rated the same aréa somewhat less.favorably“‘ “At-

least one exp1anat1on might be posited for such a-difference. Perhaps

principals saw their- teachers work1nglwell in that area and, attrﬁbuted such

to the teacher preparat1on program. On the other hand while teachers recog- ¥

'\nf’ .
nized more than satisfact1on in their training, they may not attributg» '

their behavior to their training, or they may feel they are only doing a * _"/

‘11tt1e Jbetter than sat1sfactory 1n meeting needs and accept1ng 1nd1v1dua1

differences, attr1but1ng such to the preserv1ce program

\ ’ ‘ .
Responses to thé scale concern1ng preserv1ce in 1nd1v1dua1 subJect areas e T

ind1cate a positive regard for thgt segment of the program Both teachers

N~ - ) .
and principals conSIStently rated the program S ab111ty to.prepare teachers '\V "

in the curriculum of muht1p]e.subaects as good. . . ’ .

Implications

To the degree that the perceptions of teachers and their prihcipa]s are re-y

flective of the effectiveness offpreservice'teacher education ‘programs,

several suggestions concerning such evaluation of program effectiveness

are presented.

2 . . . . . i’
The use of items on the eva]uation instrument that directly parallel program

competenc1es can prov1de usefu] 1nformat1on. In the same sense that program - N

competenc1es define and detail s 1115 to be accomp]ished, 1t is. essential

that measurement of those sk111s be equa]ly spec1f1c Add1t1ona11%, descriptors

used to evaiuate the preservafe program shouid also be as deta11ed\as possible
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. the mu1t1p1e subJects credent1a1 program

ov

- «

In this.study, words Such as good, satisfactory, and poor seemed too nebulous

to be of great value. To insure that” those evaluating the program are at-

v

tachingvthe same meaning to déscr1ptors, those descriptors need- to be precise
I\ <
and convey usefu] 1nfonmat1on fox’those responsible for_program modjf1catwon.

. - .. . - ’ o

This ‘paper:reports only the 1nitia1.phase of the total eva]uation process of

Us1ng modifications suggested by
this study. future efforts w111 cons1der program evaluation dqring the final

A}

student teach1ng by the preservice teacher, master teacher and¢3n1versity

4

supervisorv' Also evaluation of the program will pe conducted with former -
part1c1pants and their principals having experinnce beyond the firstf%ear %
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